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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see page 7, filed 9/22/2008, with respect to the claims 1 , 
3, 13-61 , the examiner acknowledges these claims have been canceled. 

2. Applicant's arguments, see page 7, filed 9/22/2008, with respect to "Objection to 
the Drawings" have been fully considered and are persuasive. The objection of the 
drawings based on amended drawings has been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments, see page 7, filed 9/22/2008, with respect to 35 U.S.C. § 
101 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claim 12 as 
amended has been withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 2 and 4-1 2 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 2 and 4-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 2 and 4-1 1 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling within one of the four statutory categories of 
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invention. Supreme Court precedent 1 and recent Federal Circuit decisions 2 indicate 
that a statutory "process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be tied to another statutory 
category (such as a particular apparatus), or (2) transform underlying subject matter 
(such as an article or material) to a different state or thing. While the instant claim(s) 
recite a series of steps or acts to be performed, the claim(s) neither transform 
underlying subject matter nor positively tie to another statutory category that 
accomplishes the claimed method steps, and therefore do not qualify as a statutory 
process. 

For example, claim 2 states "An image processing device however, in the 
remainder of the claim there is no evidence of a device structure identified. The only 
"structure" identified is the color conversion table, and as this is only "data" and thus 
does not qualify as a statutory category. The method of claim 1 1 is likewise 
nonstatutory. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 2 and 4-1 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

1 Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); Gottschalk v. 
Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780, 787-88 (1876). 

2 In re Bilski, 88 USPQ2d 1385 (Fed. Cir. 2008). 
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With respect to claims 2, 1 1 and 12: the evaluation function Eit does not provide 
bounds such that the variables could take on values that can result in mathematically 
undefined results thus rendering the equation invalid. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 2 and 4-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ikegami (US 6,724,507) in view of Geiger (US 5,406,855). 

Regarding claim 2: Ikegami discloses an image processing device (col. 22 lines 38- 
39) carrying out image processing (col. 22 lines 39-42) using a color conversion table 
(col. 22 lines 40-45) produced by obtaining ink quantity vectors l p which are retained by 
a certain gird point "p" (P0, col. 16 lines 4-20) and which minimize (col. 16 lines 26-31) 
a smoothing level evaluation function E (Figure 16, col. 22 lines 38-45 & col. 23 lines 
30-37) used for evaluating a smoothing level at respective lattice point data after color 
conversion by the color conversion table (col. 22 lines 58-64) at the respective grid 
points, wherein the smoothing level evaluation function E includes an evaluation 
function Eit (weighting coefficient, col. 12 lines 56-65) based on a twisted quantity 
(col. 10 lines 28-67 -col. 11 lines 1-18) of an ink quantity vector (col. 9 lines 15-29) 
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before and after the conversion using the conversion table (Figure 15, col. 15 lines 58- 
67 -col. 16 lines 1-3). 

Ikegami does not explicitly disclose an evaluation function Eit is represented by a 
mathematical expression consisting of the neighboring grid points and a transitional 
distance. 

Geiger discloses a smoothing function wherein the evaluation function for a pixel 
(x,y) includes it neighbors ([x +-1, y+-1], col. 6 lines 40-41) where in the case the 
evaluation indicates an edge, the value of the neighbor locations become one (1) and 
the evaluation output becomes zero (0) (col. 6 lines 48-58). Although this evaluation is 
not identical to that disclosed, lacking defined boundaries allows using a determination 
such that the pixel point p and well as the neighboring point equal one (1), and the 
transitional distance being any value not equal to zero (0) since this would make the 
equation (A-1-3) mathematically undefined, and if only one pixel was to be evaluated, 
the equation (A-1-3) equals zero (0) [(1+1-1-1)/1] = 0/1 = 0). Here then, the error is zero 
(0) and thus rendering the same result. 

Ikegami and Geiger are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of image smoothing (Geiger Abstract). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to have included an evaluation function determinations as taught Geiger with the 
systems as taught by Ikegami. 

The motivation to do so would be to better evaluate an error in interpolation 
options thereby reducing the overall error for an improved smoothing effect. 
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Therefore, at the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have combined Ikegami and Geiger to achieve the invention of 
claim 2. 

Regarding claim 4: Ikegami discloses a smoothing level evaluation function includes 
an evaluation function based on a twisted quantity in a virtual CMY space (col. 9 lines 
15-19 & col. 23 lines 5-21). 

Regarding claim 5: Ikegami discloses wherein the twisted quantities (col. 10 lines 28- 
67 - col. 11 lines 1-18) are corrected both in the ink-quantity space (col. 10 lines 31- 
37) and the three-dimensional virtual CMY space (col. 23 lines 40-58) so as to correct 
the twisted quantities while maintaining continuity of the space before and after 
compression of the dimension (col. 23 lines 59-64). 

Regarding claim 6: Ikegami discloses wherein the smoothing level evaluation function 
(91) includes an evaluation function based on a deviation level from a target ink quantity 
(col. 12 lines 13-20). 

Regarding claim 7: Ikegami discloses wherein the smoothing level evaluation function 
includes an evaluation function based on a deviation level from target virtual CMY (col. 
8 lines 60-67 - col. 9 lines 1-2 & col. 23 lines 22-29). 
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Regarding claim 8: Ikegami discloses wherein the smoothing level evaluation function 
includes an evaluation function based on an excess (input value over 100%) level from 
an ink quantity limitation (col. 23 lines 22-39). 

Regarding claim 9: Ikegami discloses wherein the smoothing level evaluation function 
includes an evaluation function (input range) based on an ink quantity reduced to 
minus (col. 23 lines 22-39). 

Regarding claim 10: Ikegami discloses wherein the smoothing level evaluation function 
includes an evaluation function based on ink generation (Figures 5 & 6, col. 8 lines 3- 
12 & lines 41-58). 

The examiner views the example and correction as demonstrated by Ikegami 
when the input point (P1w) is white in this case and then color corrected to other than 
white (P6w) thus giving and incorrect appearance. Therefore, this situation must be 
evaluated and corrected for (P6o). This demonstrates an evaluation of the input color 
versus the color to be printed thus an example of the final inks to be used (color 
coordinate value, col. 8 lines 60-67 - col. 9 lines 1-2). 

Regarding claims 11 and 12: the method and computer readable medium storing a 
computer program of instructions for execution by the computer herein have been 
performed or executed by the image processing device in claim 1 and therefore, have 
been analyzed and rejected with regard to claim 2. 
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Conclusion 

1 1 . Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Barbara D. Reinier whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5082. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th, 8am-4pm Eastern. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Haskins L. Twyler can be reached on 571-272-7406. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Barbara D Reinier 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2625 

/Barbara D Reinier/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2625 

/Twyler L. Haskins/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



